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family. It differs from the Equidce, not in respect of
gracefulness, but of such matters as the structure of the
skull and teeth; and though it may be thought easy
nowadays, when the intermediate stages are known, to
recognize Eohifpus as an Equid, the case was very
different when only its skull and teeth were known.

The first discoveries of Eohippus1 were made in the
years 1838-40, when fossil-collectors found fragmentary
bones and teeth in the London Clay of Kyson (Essex)
and Herne Bay (Kent), and submitted them to Richard
Owen, then a rising anatomist and palaeontologist, on
whom seemed to-have dropped the mantle of the lately
deceased Cuvier. Owen identified one fragment of
lower jaw with teeth as those of a monkey of living-
genus, and named it Macacus eoccenus; while a
moderately complete skull without lower jaw he recog-
nized as an ungulate of hitherto unknown genus which
he called Hyracotherium. The presence of a monkey
in Lower Eocene strata was a startling novelty, as
Cuvier had asserted that no monkey was created before
the very end of the Tertiary era.. Only a very close
resemblance in the teeth could have led Owen to aban-
don Cuvier's view (Figs. 4 and 5). Yet twenty-two years
later, as is explained below, Owen was satisfied that
his monkey was generically identical witli his Hyra-
cotherium*

I have not dug up this forgotten blunder of Owen's
in order to throw discredit on  a great anatomist and

1 I here assume the generic identity of Hyracotherium with
EoJii-ppis, as seems the inevitable conclusion from Foster Cooper's
recent revision of the English fossils (Phil. Trans. Roy. Soc.
(B) ccxxi, 43I-448, pis. xlix-H). Technically, this means that the
name EoU$fus must be abandoned in favour of the prior name
Hyracotherium; but in writing for the general reader I feel
justified in using the highly appropriate name EoJii-ppis (dawn-
horse) instead of the misleading Hyracotherium.